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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[PAltTlII—S hc 4 ] 


(li) ^ ^ ^ ^I5 ^ 11 (vi) ^ sfi . 

(^) HIT *reJ ^ 25% 7^1 ^xf ^ aiR^TTJT RHN ^ ^ ^ ^ 

'THTF % ^rjiTR '<;■'■■) 41 Tl hej ^ >411 

(H) isrsf sTRaffni 3iTr^ 5 h uififtnoi HFwrff ^ rh wtp^ 

^ER ^ T HliJ eft I ftrft ft, Rlf^TERH ft ftft RFlft sfft EElftcTEft 

% Rpr fti RT ft Ere{ -waTH rrk Rft eirhi % rN ft wi^ ft htei rhht hhr ■'iftf eii i dcr-THi?, 

RlfftlFHir ft SJH ^ ftXfelT ^ I 

(R) ftll^ftlftt ft) fftTfftr fftdl Ijft ERM ft '!'ad gr, Rlfft^iRT ft JW HRH ft) o^'IIR ft) f?TR <jeJ 

3TRanJT inTH iftt JHjftt Efft T-erPm cjr^ft ^ .HjRfft ^ ftl l rtPeihh ft wft Hiram rw 

■ftl ^ ft fftjftt MRdftd ^ Hgiifft Hift ftl eft aftr ^ HIT Eift fftirift ftt 25% ftl ^ ft sut 
HFft rcfft Em Hift?i fftrn en i 

2.2. etr^ttt fft^iPr ^ H^rrm ft, ftlREftftl ft hh stt rnfftEmm r1 sfef niram irmr ft ftftfEftr HRft nift?! nft nfttan iFrft 

im HTTfti fftRT ft I RtR ^ fn RElft ft RFIRxR RRI .HfftPm, 1963 Rft eRTT 54 aft? EIKT 111 Efft ^ ft) aRTTir Hgft?! 
RiR ^rft ftj ffti; (dvNiiftlft) ftftiTH iRMd ^ fcRft Rft aftift 29 Ep, 2000 fti mr ft hktI im rm 

pRilftRrci ft :■ 

(i) RtTH ftRT (c1cR)lft1d) pH Rfftnm ftHTHH ((IHaftTHftt) SHI Hgftlfftcl M 3ITram ftlHHT ftl RFteff fftpftt 

ft) amiR RT fto RftTP ftfftRT fftfftfts aft? fto ftto aRRft pft mg *Rftl ft) Hiej XT^ HT^ftrr 

ElHN fWeiTI 

(ii) Eift aiRam hhr ft rtftftfti paftmrftt ft) 1 p, 1992 ft) rh ft) % 1 (ii) ft IftR mu ft?f) Hiftmff ffti&RT 

ft • 

^■sf arTORi EftuRi ft) fftij r'^h fftjRi HiRRi aft? hf ft efh mu fft'H ft) mft fftnift ft) 
srisr araiciT «rft ft hfef fti afpiPid ft) fftrq sift Iftnift ^ 25% FH'ft ft ftr ftl arfftra) ftt, 
ftPTT RilftR I ftiqed HT?ft Fe} aiRai''R cpvift ft) rFEI HFTH ft) HplfftcT F'Sviq Efft p-ii ftftt I" 

(iii) paftmiftt ft (pafttrHft! 5TH 8 Rift, 1995 ft) R5 ft Hift Rft anram rIhri ft) hirtht mftmft fftpftl ft 

ftFilyd gnft fti fftr argftti Rjrft ft) ftftti ft HftiHR eft ftft rxj 5R?m fti! HHjn? ft ftftmftft ft) wziar 
ftt ftftHftcT) aiHft 1 aiftH, 1999 fti '-iH ^ «ref amam rrr ft 50% ftt eft i uxE Riftcr?ff fftrprft ft) 
ftrr 3 ft PiHfcHRsid ?mftH fftiR m; ft : 

'ftft ft 24 ftft ft aifftm Rft ft 'fHift CHH HHRM ftEfi fp ftl ifft fftHTRT RRlft ftj RHER HeiER Ref 
ft Hhrh fti Riwfft’a) ffttr rt Rfftftftcr IftirmT RRift m 50%, pft ft nf ftl arfftEF ftl, pRi 
HRT Rftft afft Rft ft 24 ftft ft RET roRTft Rift HcEJI-ft ft ftiRH anft 1^ ftl fftR 8|ef fprui RRlft 
ftl RTIRT ?JHf) Tpl Rhill HTXpiT T' 

RH ft RF ftt Hcft?F fft)-RT RRT eJI 1% RRHKHTcft ftl 8 Rift, 1 995 fti Rlftdftt fftpft ft? ftn 3 ft fft?RT RRT 
ftftiRH 1 aiftn, 1999 ft HHiftt xftRT l 

(iv) dR^ fftrfft ft? rPht ftliidftlcd gRT 1 aiftcT, 1999 ft Ref amam rhit ft ^1^ ftt r^ eft l 

(v) Ref anram rrr R?rR Rft ?irff gRT viiRid ft (aftr Rft ft? rtr ft ttiPth Rftt ft), F^rfftr HTFftHRifftft 

ft Rftf RR RR ITRR ftft ft ftRRR 'PR fftRTi HH R^ ft ft^I R^ftl 4?T RTRR?R ft? fftftftf ft? 3TRRTR 
HIFftRIdlRdf IIRT hPr RRR ft 3IRT Rft r| RTtftl ft RTRRffftH fft?RIT RRT eiT I fRT RlPlRIRH ft? 22 Rift, 2000 
ft) -Rift?! ft? RtRHR, HTFftRWlfftft ft RHR ft ?3Rft? ^ HfiET RW ft ftt Pft Rlfftl RRRT IIRT RFift RRlftfHd 
ftf Rft Ref anram strr Rft Rftf 5"^ Ritfti rirrt R?Rft ftf rtr ftf % i 

2.3. HFIHRTftf ftHIHR ft (15 R?RRft, 2001 ft? aiRft RH Rffm^M Rif fftv RR aiRft RtR ft fftPcftfelR RR^RR fft?4l 

f :- 

(i' 8 RT I, 1 995 R?f RHTHR ft? Hlft Ftft ft? RRR RFTRRTR RVjcR? RTfftR?RH (ftfVRRftf) m RFR Rftf gHT 

err, aiR: FRT RIRft ft ftfxRJRftf Rft RRaftRRlftf ^ Rlfft?! aflRTI Rft RR R?Rft R?T R?t4 aifftRTR Rftf ft I 





; 3TOTyTT^ 


(ii) tRH sm an^ ^ wr ^ aftflRiT % ^ai hft^ ^ ^ 4?^ §xj “^aJ afT-^ftii>T w? 'R 

^fRcfR % 3TT^ ^ vic^-a "SfR^ ^ ^ H'WIcI ^ RR I 

(iii) en?#?WTft ^0 trM tf^ afR i|0 €t0 ar^ ^ xr^ cpiq^^ % 4 8 Jira, l95b ^i 44 

3fR5RT JTfTR (25% ^ 6[ST?fR 50%) ^ ^JRR, ^ % xm-si Rr^^R Xp4fv 

aif^ra ^ f?r^ ^ ^ arjalfer fipai Trar an, ^ ar^ ^wa a? aR A aaiai rr i 

(iv) ^txTRHxft ^ afXHT an^ nrn^ ^ 'j^ aftfea ^ fxf a^RTTcr aR xFraKTT 11 (f^ iTRir^ 

iR cf) -f 4cf T^ ^ ^ t a? gRi ?# ^ ^ xrencf 11) 

3 . aRTTg x^ xtRt xrh 5 R#aaart a?t ^Rift Rg^g xrfcrPrf^ wRiraft qRgifei?r g?) at aft i \3aa R^m} irai ah 
Ri*afeiRg?T t •. 

arr^ atd'Wixft rri (anti^avj-axj) 

af^ xi-ftqgiftcft ^ xjaafrxRT^t gRT xgRa arr^ €RRaft) g' ftgR-f^ag) ^ arg-;^ ggaft^RT gR f^ar trar al ’^gaaxfi ;; 
arjatga a ng g aepar at! trcft, a^ ?Rr ma xfftraaxft gx argataa % Rrar qaa a?]cg; ft gft? xjfe af^ 'gft 4 
aigTcfti ftftRaxft ft xnRRgg ^ ft? gR ft aarft x^g ft ^ xr?a fear t aik aft aarft aafta ft ft^iftra gwft gg 
arfftgjR tl 


gfiiR ftxgg afixp ggqft (^kM) 

■faft ftO gftkt 5 feaT fcftftfta aft? fto €)0 aRat ^ gaaft) ft ftgffta arakr ft araai aa agft g) g iftgT -a; 

%ftag Mfta RTIRT xRftfftxigR (fttxjwj^) 

(i) gft aa^’SR xrraar gx fefxj aiai-a aiftaftt fftxgra ■xTga aeft gaarrxracft a aiaa ". -^a 1993 a- ■■.. 1 . 
xft7ft-ii023/2/89-xftftt gRT xsnft fftR ag fti arftgft) fargra ftxppftftt gft -aftyr ft) Rv-ya-^ a ark xxa c.'aa 
xgrft fftiXT TfTT ft Rg cflxjqaxft arikRg ft ar-i ‘nftggft fftcgra aRg ft TFrft) qaai xr rtij ^ aR gcg' 
(gftgRT) xk araixa ggat Rergrat % Ikq aat Rxia ag-'a ’qg 'xft rixj fftx;; ag 1 argi?# fftrgTxiT ft gg k-i 
gft gft (ft)j|gi RFRT ft) ggiaq arsTgi gft kRrgr Taraa ft) 25%, I'aft ft kt ftt affftg? Ft, aft aa^q-na 

RWC fkfttkr 'TRcT! F I 

(li) xrgartxRTftt ft (xTaaagRftt gao 8 ar4, 1995 'gl Rift gft anqjRi ftrar-a ft> -riTgpg Tqrftgftt fftcgiol ft rit 
■ frfttga gRft ft) fcR ar-jftg ga-qft ft aftg a aat -ig kxrafttcft g 27 Rggft, 1 999 ft xq^ ft) TqRfvR ft) aPTft 
1 akai, 1999 ft xrg ft agft -11 033/7/95-ftt4t grR aft aa-rgR Rakr gg 25% ft aargR 50% gaft aft 
aaasTR ggfj, ft,- Tnftggft fftTgqfti ft ^ktltTa fftar 'ari xRga xqg gq ft^gR afttfi ftlai ft fft Raiaft afda- 
g-^xiTgx^ aft) xq^ ftt ft) aft aft? arra?! 1 -aitR, 1999 ft carg fi aar 1 

(ill) qftxrgxftftt ft ftgR 1 arftcT, 1999 ft qx-nft gi 25% R g^rg? 50% fftai F aik aF araj aftt ft fft 8 •"~4, 
1995 a 1 axgR, 1999 g>' ftta ft) araift ft ftfttfftxT a? rtxj, 'gft 'iftt k at i 

(ivi fftgfftfftra RftgTan a F?q aqg'lft g5 'glaa «|4 i?q?T!g-x- ag; g-? 4? >qa aiROT ftaai g>’?R foar :- 


xgcRna irarag) 

anaflRf 

aft 

gia1 ag>R 

Rixj_ c(Tft« 

aaira arft® 

x/gafttgcg 

akgftt 

aia 1 

gXRR 

25 9.95 

.^ 4 . 9.97 

31.3.98 

■ gR ffta ■'rg! ( 

fto gqftftt Ffftai krO 

•gft I 

gftaRT 

4.6,98 . 

20 ftiF g?K 

fto ft araat ^'?t 

XRF ggxq-ft 

ftlt-V 

gtaRT/?{raaa 

giaf 

13 7.98 

:';'j gfta gRT? 
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THE GAZETl’E OF INDIA; EXTRAORDINARY 


[PartIII—Sec. 4] 


(V) ^ ^ 29 2000 % gNT) ^ ^FTRI % 

^ ^ ^ sflTPT 5NgcT sfrf^R^T % 3ITEIR W % 50% ^ ^ ^ % WlIf&cT 3TT^ 

RT ^ ^=FTT 4t t 3frf 3I^r % 3II^Wg'HK 1 3?flc^, 1999 ^ 17 arfl^, 2000 ^ Rft 3mf6r % 

^ sref 3TRaTW RRRt # 3TftR ^ ' R RmIRHd 4^1 ^ Rlftl 4o 1F?M ?f%RT fc#rt^ afN ^tO 
3)'P*li CD*4^1 ^ RFRT CD<-I1 FFfI I 

(vi) RRT?r dl^JK (41cflk:d) % TTW cIcIrH % Sig^IK fJltlHM Rsf STR^NT rWrT RR 

t ;- 

(R5) ^5^ Rsf 7f. 1 % # 3(Rf^ 1 3rg^, 1999 ^ 3 ftlcFRY, 2001 11 

(7S) ^ RERT 53% ^ RT RR RTejf^lcFdl f^VIRI SWRl RR gRHH fW W 11 

(R) RRT^ 3fk RcTRET ^ TERR R^TpR RR RW ^I^IRcT RfR ^ ^Tf*ra^ sfR RERRR RR RRET 

cfj'icb fcbiif RnrTT ^ I 

(R) RSET ^^^ 1.25 RTR ^^1^ 3fR cpI 1,30 RIR Rft RR^t^ sncfHI^ ^ RRFJR ^Jt i c T 
Rit aifSlRJ f^PRTRR % uldRI^R R# ftRT RUT, 4t^lRR R^I f?lRft RTJft % 

RfRrtnfr^l RTl 1500 RRR/^t^g ^ R^ I ^ ReJ 3TR«TR RtRETT % 3RpfR R^cT ijlfilRR RTRT 
RT RiPRI tl 

(Vii) ^ M ftrRIill RfTRR ^ 50% RR5 !RRf*1fR>dT Rsf f^TRTI RRTT RRRTRT t 3fl7 ?7T^ Rr4r ^ cRRR R5T 
R5!RFRR) Rf^RlfRfR R^ fl gTPft R? Rfl wf^IRlR'R ^ ^FRRRSI RR (J^RjIr ^ ajj I 
(Vlii) #RRTlt^ ^ R?T ^ RRt1% WcRR RTR ^ REft ^ RT^ ^ afk 

3fr^ rH RTRR ^ ^CiklRtfl Rit aftftcR 5^RIRv? % RT^ 4 RR3TlRR^r R51 ^ 

RTt ^ W^tR^RR ^ ^ RTrr RRT #t WlllTR RjT^ RR R^ HIRR aflftlcR Riff 11 
. (iX) RtTR RRRRt f^T RDR f% R? ^ RRlrFIRfl ■HIHER Rsf f^TTRT RRT^ RR Rgeft RR Rj? t Rfl 

Plf?Vd RTRI ^ 3)IR|c4lin Rit aflT MRRIHd: RIRTFR 3lf5jR RR^ RtI RTT^ f I R? RHcfligRI ^RRRR r4 
3rR8R>f ^ CifN WTR RratRR R5T^ ^ frtk; RtTRI % MAiim iffcRTFR ?tRr I 

frgw (^ft#jRRR) 

(I) Rg- RRT Rcrr t RlJ R^ RRTRPR rIrIRI % RPfRRft f^FffTcT 1 1992 ^ R?:^ RRTR RR I RRarlRRfcft glRT 

tfR 71. ^-11033/7/95-i1€l ^ RR 3iR^ RrfRTi % argRR 8 rM, 1995 rH r4 3tr«tr rrtr 25% ^ 
R^TRJR 50% R57 ftRT RRT RT I rRRRRig, RRCmIrRcO ^ 1 1999 R^ Rrtefl f^T^dl ^ RR> ^ ^ 

R'yftRR %RT RRT I 

(ii) TftRR^trfl ^ R«1 OTRRR RFrRT % 3TcEfR. aigRTRR; 1 1992 sfR 8 RT^, 1995 % RRRTR. Ito RTM 

1c#r^ alk ^ 31RR^ RR5 RRR=1t % RRR ^ItjRJTf^ eTTf^FT RJ7R ^RT RTI rI^ TftTj R T ftc^ 

^ 8 RT^, 1995 ^ RTRTR RvRR sfr? R57TT Rv?^ % 7TRR % cftRR ReJ 3 TR 9 TR 25% ^ RRTRR 

50% R^T^ R7 1?lRT7 R^ f?FRT r1 RTRTF r 51 ^4 TFT ^ RRT41 gWt I 

(iii) RRT ^ gt R7 4 ftR'ftR ^ ^ RT^RTT^ (STRfrT ^1 RRr 4 3fl7 RR3T1RR41) ^ RRT^ I 

(iv) Rt^ r 4 ariTSTR RRTR r 4 4 RTR RTlftri R#f t rI %Rp 1 RRTT R^t ?Rff R7 IRRTR RITRRTI 

(V) 'R^ # R? RTR 41 RTTR RT7T7 r 4 RR# % RTgRTT elT^^TIRTfl TNRTTRA^tRRRTft gm RTJTT 

Rr4 rrt4 rr gRRH rt74 4t rtttrt^I t rsttI^ r4^ 41 rR-riIr 4r7Ri rt^I rrtr 4 ^1 cng 4 rt i 

(vi) Rf^ RTRN 4 RtI RRTR 4 TETR RTflf^R RR4 4 I^TR r 4^ f4fW RWT r 41 4 Rl ^4 RRl4t STTRR RT RRR 
Rng RRRT RRR 4) IpTR TT^I R41 ^I'IT I 

(Vii) Rf4 WR 4 t RgTRT RIRTTI 41 r ^RTRTT 4t 1441 RR ERTR RR4 4t fq^ RRRTT7 gTTT ^4 RTf^TRITT rIR ^tI^T JTTRT 
PTRIRRT TRRT RR RRR ftiRT RRT 4 41 PiRIHRj RRen RR f^vfR 41 3Tf4R FIRT, 3 TtRRT 44 f^RTRRT TTtI^RTER 
RRTI RR f4?tR RRlRTR f^RToT ?1 RTTRRTI 

4. 3Tt4rRRWT 3fR rUrTRTTR rH f^nrplTRt % Rc^RR 4 tURR^M 4 PiHRHRaR rt4 RT^I # :- 

(i) Ref STTTSTVt RRTR 25% 4 RRTRTR 50%- RTR4 % RTRR 4 RRRRR RR 8 Rr4, 1995 ^ RR 4. 
4141-11033/7/95-4141 r4 rtrt r41 gsTT rt tHr ?rr4 trtrrr4 %RTr trrrr 4t i 3t4?r, 1999 % rr 4. 


['IFT III—13^4] 


34 TT3R3' : 


5 


1033/7/95-^ % !TRT 47 # ftcft eft I MRuimd: 25% ^ W3J7 50% M 347544 

^mT7 1 3fftc4, 1999 ?TPX fW 33T I c4T?#mnfM ^ 33431 25% 3ft ftt 1998 ^ 3ft T|^ I 

(ii) 3«t 3TT7544 Wm7 ft ^ MlfSl't^Vui ftj 7t^ TI ^ 3ft 3# eft, 3RT: IITf6r357W 7T7347 eFTTT 4Tjft3 STT^TT 34 
3Tfrr34m 3ftt 357 7T35cfT I 3ft 347544 43R cTTfftTT 357T7 3ft Tlftf 5T7T VNl^d t, 35ft ft5 3PT 3T7T 4ftt I 
in1ft35754 34 3H;ftt34 ^5351 3^ ^ 4PT ft 3ft 3ft7 Tift T4fftc4 357ft ft5 fc^If 3lftf^ ^ 11 
(lii) 3Tfft3573r ft 4ft33TftftI 3ft 3I3ftt f^ferfft 35Tft 34 313717 fftq fft3T 34^71 TllftcT fft53T *4 I Hllft3>yiJ| 3ft7 
331333 34 347ft fttft 331333 53T7T 3ffftfft33 3ft SJT7T 111 ft? 3rjf47 ft^Tf 717347 ftj fftftrft 7l qft ^ f I 
(iv) ^ 3ft 347544 3417 357R 3ft Tlftf gTTT TIl(ftl3 %, c^^ftiTWlftt 3ff7 Tftwftftt ^ TlftfftcT 35T t 

3ft7 34^73373? 3eiT TftlJTTW fftW ft ^73^3 3ftl 357 7T35ft I 
(V) 3rsjfft35m 3ft fft57T3T 3^7 3ft 347544 33R ftl ^ % c35#3lftftT tl meifft353T 3ft fft57T3T ft5 

3icrftcr 7ft33fttftt 3ft fft57T3T 3317! ftl 3TfftfftTl5 TJcTil 37 JpI 357 743531 11 5i?3fft> qft 347544 33T7! ft 743F3 
qft fft57rft ft5 4381-7484 50% 3lf?lRxt> 3ft fft>7mi 37Jc4 f^3T 33Ti 717347 gTTT fft3R-fct3ft % 

373T3 ft! 3ft fft)'!l3l 3317 ft 3 ft 3 ft eft | 3Tfft357'4 747347 ft) fft^ei! ft FTTT^ 357 ^ 37 3ft! 3317 774 
74353TI 

(vi) 7T735T7 ft 3(3 35 Rrftq !^43T ft fft) 74735R % 34^71! 3ft 77 357ft 34 5nfft357'4 3ft 3ftft 341^3)17 3 ft! ft I 
747347 g474 £3435jft35 fft347-fft3T! ft5 473141 ft! 38j 3475454 33R 3ft 25% ^ 3^4357 50% fft)3r 334 84, 
?74f^ 74433 3l!fft?3 34 4473 ft! 3ft! 33341 

6. ?7T 343ft 3ft 74535 =g334ft 18 453 , 2001 7ft73fttft! 3fft747 ft 3 ft 3 ft eft | 74535 g33[ft ft PlHfftRad fftft33 1^53 

35 ft :- 

ftSfft 3713 73474 (ftftjerftft!) 

(i) 3F 7(7347 5474 STjftlfftcI 3^343 ftftjpn ft I ?74fft5, '53 fft3fftc4 44^?35 3T3cft Tft ^347 357ft ft) fftq 
^g334ft 3ft! 34?ftl 

(ii) ' 1995 34 TITcpift! 33 OTTT 3ft! 5341 841 5ft ft)3?r 25% 3ft 343354ft! eft, 50% 3ft 34334ft! ?ft 3ft! eft I 

?74fcI7, 3)717! ft ?3ft ft)37T 25% 74l1ft?T f%3T 84 (343fft) 34733 ft ?3 373)(ft! 34ft7r ft5 3c4 37 50% 
Tlrtftcl 357 7(3)ft ft) I 

(iii) 3^ ftt t i vqft! ft) 3c53 4ft 3?^ ’575 ^34 841 cft\'33ft! 34 10 3f!ftc4, 2000 34 34ft7( ft 43 37 25% ft) 7-843 
37 50% 3ft 37 ft 37Jcft 3)7ft ft tW 7431# 3ft ft! I 43 ftftjqqft! ft ft5374 4c43T Wft ft fft5 34 34 ft3) 434 
ft I 50% 3ft 37 7473)K 3T7T 34ft ft ^ •JI^H'lRd ft I 

(iv) 357T7 ft 5 7355 (TTf) ^ TTTftEjft! ftl fftxj 73^4 443443 ft I 

(v) 743474 747i!Er3 g33l^ ft ft!333ft! ft 3T3ft! 37 33t 357ft ft 4347 357 fft34 84 I 474fft3 43 ft 3544 ft 

fft) ' 4 ft 3)!ft 343747 3 ft! Ift^l 334 84 ' I 

(vi) 34 35Yft 35435 374443 3ft! ft I 34 iftWlft! ft’ 3(ft^. 2000 ft5 SnftTT 3ft TlfttST 35-7^ sfft 7!35 34 4343 35 
fft3 43474 5nft33 ft I 

(vii) 3 a! 343 33!t44 7 j|Ll 3 l ft I 47ftfftf7 53(3 3®! 3ft 34S4fft3544 ft! ft ftf fftel'l 37 37J74 3ft 344d! ft I 3 
34^347 3ft 3374 3lf^347 3ft! 7433434 3T%31 

(vili) 444374 fft373 t1 l R l Pj3) 7t 7ift337ft74 ft sfR ft ’llMftftl ft I 4^! 7 Z 43 K ft5 74354 3353 3ft! fft^Kl 

34 743)74 1 

(ix) 3 ft 3375453 3)55(34 3ft fftfft34 3fft534 ft 74ftt <3734335714 ftfR 35473 843354 3 ft £844 ft 4734 54(44 ft I 

(X) Tnf^ 5jft74: offtTI ft I fft-Tlft?" 33 3454 ^ 3ft! ft 7435ft | 37 T I4!77333 3ft 7nfft74 357ft ftl 3®! 3(175401 

3)55(34 3ft 74ftt53 3ft 554 73457ft ft I 

(xi) 3fft fft3f743 3484fft3574' 3333 g7 743'3 TTI^J ftift, 744 TT!^--!! 3 ft UlfftTK 3^4443 35734 3ft3T I ^ 335(7 fftftq 
3ft 347513 ft!55r3r ft 35 ft 353 ■53343 357 ft ft I 

(xii) 3 ft 3475404 3 ) 55(54 ft5 3I74ft4( 3f3 3(!ft35 4443 ft I 55(473(5() 3 ^^ ^ 3 ^ 4 )) | '55rg(55( 34713 

7433' 7Ji3 ft I 3P 4413 35(35 5474 3131 fft53 5543 Olft fftftq 3'4T7 3ft 717454 ft 3^71 3l!ft35 ft I 

(Xiii) ftftt ft53 ft! ft347 TT^t 5544ft ft I <43354 3543! 347743 334743 33533 ^5 (3531 ■54 744531 ft| 3447444. 
353 7433 743741 ft I 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part HI— Sec, 4] 


(xiv) ^ 3IRTTT, ^ ^ ^ TRIET 3p;iT ^ ^ ^Tcf^ # I 

f^iTRTT ^ 'MHlif'lRno fSiill % I 




FR 3nft ^Pl:^ ^ 


f^lRry cHI^^ lI'H'lRuiWH ( <flljiH>j«H»j ) 

(i) ^ ^ ^ # ;- 


- 3fR«m ill'jHI ^ ^ ttildf^cl ^ 11 


(ii) ^ ^ PJtl TR\'c^ 3]^ PfPTTT^OTTts^lg^ xj^ ^ 

«!Jtl ?TTf^, WT^3jtf?r^£2TR^^TTfn^P7 7^ 8ll 5^iTfWTi?sf 3P7«^ 

(iii) 1995 gjT an^ ^ 8JT f^sm^ ^ 

rI% ^ f^TH '7T^ I T? 3IR gjr^gr^ ^ t? 


(iv) cTT?^ ^'i'< ^t 4 f ?ft afsjgi TTci^aiT^^ftcft ^ sT'Rj ttei Rrar ^ f i 

WH ci^'K ciiS-« T7 'IKiJIsycP -yidWId <J^ ^ T? Wf^RTT cETT^ 11 

(v) eiPlif^ ^^T^rttTT ftRJT '^;rm %, T^ ctl'icl f^^roi tj^t f | g^: 50 % f: I 

(vi) ^ 5 'H'A tip^ia ^ 'd'i'T'I'n 3fT^ % ^ %irT ^ 'Hiipdl ^ I ?TT% fplTT TJ^ aflf^Tc^T 

R-wi vjini Tiifts' I 

(vii) *rej siKOT ^rPspn ^ cp f^rv gm iiidi^rd ^ ^ ^ qnfer n')<rH iF^ ^ 1 

iipjf 3TR«rJr y'lvildl ^ foIT ‘arfclf^' ’JRdH ^ I ^ qidmid (PlilfRld ^ ftRJT ^mcTT t eft ?Tr^' 
fdk; '^iiR^' ^ 'M‘T)<Jt % I MX^, T? Tf)^ '^ftPfTFT' qxjci f^qi vitp;qi, vnlRh 3rf^R7 afk 

^fepsfpjuf ^ I nw? 25% 4l(#l<P'i 50% % WET tR 25% gft ^ Ijft dT? ^ ^EETEd ePT ftdT 

^ I ^ Tnrf ^ apError 11 

(viii) Hfsj aiRWW dEm ^ 3TT9RI epnf^j^ieidl RT ^RT '^llRtlRl' dPTETT R^I RR? % RtTR^t^t ift 

iflPiRR R^ ret R5TI 
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(ix) Plol'M'l jneTf^RnTT '■iJ4^4T I 'TA JflV’lHiJI '-’JT'^-Tl r^ffWI iV | f4i?ft li'cfi 

fcnTTW T|?FT7 firrT'T"! ^if} -5TT I 

TRTM 3fftp (T^TT#rft3fT^) 

(0 4'sf srRST'T 'ZTTjPIT 4) fdv f4ftr'''F' rhTlv f^TTTT ^n 7- I ij-in M 4 f^lRlk' tFy'W (>' f7'Vft Cp] 

Srfijsfj’T'T cfj? "fFPiTT 

(ii) 44 cJT^r4^, 2000 44 4rr*i¥[ ■'H^Rf-r ? Alt?- 7fTi'r 4lf^^41 

(iii) 25% ^ 44T45? 50% 4544T 4^ aff^Rp ijf^ ^ | 

7. :|Tr 4T4^ 45t ^ ^ Tr| TTfTTf qipfj 'JRgW) Tpmi ^ 4^7 4?t 47 4an 4T4TT 

% SrmK 44 PlHf^^d f4^ 44^4 irTcff # :- 

(i) 4?- 7TT444T (4T?44Rft4) ^?f rfR4F4 44444 gT47 4nft 4r>t4?ft f^<£|idf ijJ 4^444 4f) k!441J ^ 444^ 44 4^ 

4ef 344544 44441 % aj?p7d ?fK'4'flc''l gm 44Jc4 f%4 ^ 4744 344544 44T4 ^ 44f?m ^ I 
(li) ?4T Hif&tjjyur ^ gj44 ip 447 >7 414';7 4i?t4 4<f 2000 ^ 4^ 4^ ^ 474 % 4i?fr44 ^ 474f6rd 

41447 4^7 47Rf47#t ^ ^444 4?4 444T 4TI '^47 4Tf?f4R44 45 f$47 44T feTtrT A 3r7%4 4J44T 3lk 4774 % 3T474 
7f 4sf 344544 474747 gTt 4641^ 4 4447 4T44 4# 47, ?4Tfc74 ?47 4T4c7 44 3ro74'4^ 4 7l 47l!jl 4544 44 
444 «n I ?4T 4f^f4^ ?4T 47^4544 ^ 344544 44T4 457 4 d7 STJITTT^ 4 ^ 374^^4574 ^47 | 

4ft4^747^ % ft47 457 £444 ^ 7434 fTJ, 447 4744 447^ 77474 45\ # 574f7 ^ 7 ^ 3^^ ^ Tji 

sTti 

(iii) ^’=f^f^^«^f*^^«^f^f^^^4c3I^^lI4TWf&45454 457 44tf^^f^^^^^^ 
47t5jf?7^3Tf&45^?t, 4^17? meTft^ ^ 417^*4^577 4^7 47^ 4M; 3^, ^ 

£44484377 44 4748^4 4^ fW 447 ^1 484^, 474 r745 ^ ^ 45T-f^57 ^ f^4474 444 457 

444 3(74 457^ 7^74544 41 Id-7 34T7, c74 445 5n«7p)4)d7 4^4 £44^84 44 3)^H7g4 378747 314^74>R %£ 

4474 >783^ 44 f^njf4 7?747 4471 

?47 4(^54 ?477 57444 48) 344574 47447 % 47447 ^7 7^7 ^ 5717^74544 ^ 474747 % 574T474 457 37447f^ 

378747 314877444 f«74T 574^34 4847?^ 457 4474 44357 ^ T^Tt^ f?5471 

(IV) 474 47 44 t 7^ f?7W7 ^75 4774^ 377^ c745 ?47 54l?745454 % f?34 ?4 5^ ^ 4441 47444 ^ 54^ 

4^77 tl 7^-7?7447 457 548775145 374484 ^ ^77 ^4 77% 87 457f ^454774 4%7 g747, 4477^5 £1^ I,7er45454 
37^4777 4Jx4n, 4l7t7-f%4H, % 377474 44 374% 7 %t% 4 % 45%t %7 %544447 454 47W tl 7%4£74 %J 

TTt^ 457 4TT47 %5 4447%^3744% 3T8igT 4£44e77 44477g454%%5f^^454744 4745471 ?47 547?T454T4 % 

44 7%44 44%4 4774£4%7 87 777J4 84; 4*4^ t 7%5 44 44787 %5 8744 % 4%t 7%% 4t7 45447 44447 84 

(7%%4 55545%^ JTTfT^ i7 <3^ fT^ify 3774 W 7 4% 4% 47747 445 t7) I 

(V) 44^ %5 375444 48) 37745783 8t 74147 5% 4747?74 4R^ 4% 5n8jft454T 47^ tl 4747^14 47447 47 75^ 454 % %83 t 
44 mm tl 8447 5487f%4547 47^ %5 47447 % ^444% # 5 t7c745oT %5 377744 44 SITTrT^ 88744844 ^uTtRl t 
3ff44^jl87 3445783 87755747 % %54cl ^44747 %5 t7 4t7, 47^ 87c7?7 7%8qr44 %5 t7 5l7t4541 %5 377474 44 

%7%4577?345£444e4?7t7 tl %, %4% 72me43% 4% 4%745R 454% % 7%5477 ft47%547F4 ¥7 3444874547 

4tf tl 

47487 %, %4f7 48f 34467W £874484 1992 5% 447%RT t 3^4 (rfc4578774) 477444 4474787 1747 477^7 

^ 47%4?77 177^747 g747 47l77l4 11 

(Vi) 477 w 77^ %^777457847^4% t 7%5 147 8Tt5iH7 %5 8fT% 4 ?47 547%45453 %544%457 ^%1^^454%44457t 

374474 ftg f%47 444% 44f %5 414 45 8447587 47417874 5t 8747714 34%^ % 54774 454 7t8n 484 I 81^7774344 
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^TazTTcJr-r ffe ^ ^ 11 'WfTTJT ^ ^ TFTO ^ iR clfTqrcF ^ 

aft I Tfftrepft^ FFT^ cfft ^ FTFFJFft ^ 'HIHI-4 gt % ^ ft ap I P# 

iftjPT I fftq-ft?T ^J^rft PfT PFrar PtFI ^^TRT 3jk ftt FSft - ftO fclfftft^ Pft ftO ftt. 3HFT^ 

^ gm^ft % ft[rr fftpTcT % ^ ft ^jsrai i tiftfp m^ici'i ^ ftgp) gnpr^ ft ^ FFTcft 
ft wnx^T ^nr ftr ^peft pftf pft ^Picft ^nfcTj ftl FFrft m fftFtft ^rat gft argirfft pftf ftt aft i aft? 
#Fr 1% FFft WT prn t PrfftpFFP cfft ^ paf STRSm ftF3HT/gft STRSFiT FPR % Plft ft PFftt PR ^ 
^FFP FTTT xTRT ag afR cf? FFTcft ^ ^ftfttTcT WITP gift PFT ft! pftf FH ^frpKTT ajT I 

m R o I IHv-TOF . FFTft m 3Fft FP? FFTEIH Fftf fap 11 3RT: fF ft PT fttllpftlcf) ft FTFT gapF 

FTxTTF 11 

pgrpft ft FFTF ftftftrp ftftftxT anft?! ft, ftlwfftft gRi fF pTf^RTm ftr ftPFi 25% hfr ft pft ft 
gfftr fftjp pin an, gft ^ft gsigR 50% FRft ft FTfprft anft^ ft nft ft ftt# ftftF fftm fft an i 
5 Trfftn, fftfti mfft ft FTP ft fftn ?F wrfftFxFn ft ffp an fft nft fft^’iin rfr ft ?Fft gRi argftrfftr gfe 
ftq-R nft n? FiF ft affftgfftn pa} fftRim ffr ft ftt rfj iftftt aft? 25% nft anrsnn ffr ft Fng f^ 
ftftt I ftKwftftt fFT Frfftrm ft anft?r ftt pft aiRSFn itfr ftt 25% ft pstfr 50% FRft ft mft ft 
TRwft ffliftF eft ^ inrft FF anft?! ftf fftf fftftpF fftnr fft 11 


FF WF 25% IFTR ftt FF ftlFFT 1 1992 ftt gF ftl F^ aft, JFTT^ ftt 25% ft PFFfR 

50%j F'TF ft fftn FPft 8 FTF, 1995 ftl TraTFF Iftpi FFT an afft gF5 FFJeft FfftiftF cpTft ft fftp ftn 
PR fft? 1 arft.F, 1999 Fft FFft TlftlFF fftFT FFT ap I ftftTEPftftt ftl 8 Flft, 1995 ft Wcprft apft^ ftt 
-FFPpft Ffti aft ftft^nftftl ftl fn soft ft FPFFpft ftpFT 1 3TftR, 1999 PF FF FTFT ftft FT ftl ft aft I 3TF: 
5 F rrrnft ft nrfel ?■ i anp ft ga} aprapp FFR ftl 8 Flft, 1995 ft 25% ft wtpr 50% JPTft pp ftl 
FFP>Tft airPT! fft fppft FTFPPft F ftift ft PTRR ftIpFfttftt ft fTT 3Pft?T pft PPg Fftlr fftap, fTT PTTFfftp 
TftPl F VFFrnaaii gR-^n Fftt tip ft Trp5rP! ?Tf Ffft^lfft ft, P? FTfftpFFP paj aPTaPP TTPIT 25% FT 
mp F‘ FT ft FFftr gp fn(T-:r1t ft gPR PRTP ft aft? (FFPTftlft) gFF FfftfFF FFTcTP gTTT 8 Flft, 1995 pft 
ftpT F'T 'JPFF T FgpFT TIT tPMPTT 509'o P>Tft pft arfftlft ftp ft I 

FTP 'gp? fftapT SRiip-aP Ff TPI?, PRFT 3PPPPP5 ft :- 

(F) ftr^Fft^ .TTTI ft F? FFTF TTFP? ft Tlpft ft, TTTPPT ft P>ft ft fft fTf PPf^TPTTTP pft 
TTTFTT F apftr ft! T? P>Tft PP Ppft arfftpPT Fftt ft I 

(IS) ftK^pM ft fftftr fftPT ft fft P? FTfepTFP pat aprapp FftiFT/pa} aprapp fptt Tfftft TRPPft 

apftr PP ■PeftPF Fftl PP? TfPFP, pfttfft FT apftPT ?T! FlfftpTF ft f^F ft gft Flfftl fftPT FFT 


(F) fttFPftft ft PPP ft fft FF FTfftpTFP, FgTFFF ft FJRft pfft pft FT?, 

FRi 111ft argrpT ftp? tttpft ft fftftftf ft ftp fan ft i 

FF^ fttF arnrfftFl ft Tfpft ft Pl*-lfft|fftlF fftifft TftpPT pft FP tip? ftf ft:- 


'PiTi arfftfftFF pft 


?Tr FTFft ft, ftm fft FF^ ftft 7 (vii) ft P5?T FFT ft, ftP FTfftpnP pft ?F PTF ftf TftpPT PRFT 
-prfftF fft" ftp TRPPft apftpi 8 FTft, 1995 ft cPg ft aftr §ft ftft ftf TftfPPT fftFT fp RfPRP ft, 
panfft ?TT TTTPPft pft pft TcffPFT Fftf fftFT Ffi TTPkP fft F? wi(t|p?T^I Ffepft ft TTpfftp TTTPFT 
ft fftftf ('jftpftf) anftPT pft PPef Fftf PTT TTP5PTI ftm fft fftftp ft, gftpftf Tlffctfep) FFPF Tlftf 
Ffepft ftf arfSrrjPFT ft fftp TTTPPft Fgft appPFP? aft I Ffft TTTPFT PF F? PTPT TftpFT fftPT Fpp 
eft F? FTfftpTTR fftftf F^ePT (3flT/3TaiPT ftp^ Piftf) ft ftrpPeT Fftf P)T TTPFP, PFtfft ft TTftf 

tttpft P! argfttPF aftr arrftpr iptt arfftr^fftr fftp ff ftl tf^ t fft f? fftrftf fpft ftf ft^ 
FTPTP Fftf fttFTl FTTpft, 1997 ftf ftftffftcT Tffftfft ITTI TTTPFT ftf F^cftt pft ajgftfftp PTTft afR 
aTfftrjfftcT prrft ftf ?rfft ?tt FifftPRor ftf ftffF ftf Fft l ?tt prfft ft fftrff ftf p^ftf FgppT (aftr Trftf 
TTPfftF gftt) pft gftfftf ftft pft prfxp ftf fftfftp 11 





III—75^4] 
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(^ ^ ^ % 3nt^ ^ T?5t ^ ^qqwiaff ^ ^ 

M|I®I47^k| ^ 5RcTT ^ ^ ^ W ’JO^?T: flcRT I ^lft[ ?klT rit, 

(?f5) ^ipT w t, 1?>j^ ^ ^ ^ w ^fTwr 1 PrR^ti ^ A 

wMt ynf&<»vui ^ ^ Wfit^rr ^ ftnn 

^ «ITI 

(Tl) ^ HTf®IW4 W ^TEiniJlfl ^ ^ ^ ^ fiMt 11 

5^ 4 ^ ^ 'f^r^ ^ tl ^ g^RT wra^ rrt aifePra^i ^ 

qm 111 ^ ata^kf ^ ^ ^ Weft I aft? ae^^snfrti t w thiJldJi^ ^jirt '>ft 

^f)t ?rttf*m «ft, H|(2I41V«I qit qifti 

(lx) % qga ^ areiETR^ ffe^«ft qft t gRaq ^ t 3 ?i# ■Jp qrq it ^ aft? ?ral qit ^nfira 

^P?ir % fcT? ^ ??T urfSrarm m ai^Ht-R artfiia t ?tWT? ^ an^ eIRT ^ 4ft Tirawiaff if ^gqR 
% 4^1 ^ f^if?rtff aft? % qR aqi ?Rft 5RJ545 ?t4fei qpTcft 4? ^ if ?nft ftftr 

f^rfet cR f3 t y<j l qu i 4?^ RT ^ tl ft^oRwF % qf^ftftr t, ft> a% 4ft ?Tfftfe ft 

4R4)(?ft a H4ja47 PiqRui % mRbI'H ft> ?r ft RT wm tl 

5ft\ 5f4>R, ?4 . ip iftqiftft)' ft antwjw aft? 4ft ftfcTOar 4? 4ft an^Rr Rt^wi? 11 

^ fftf 4g^ aq^Ttt 7 (vi) ft ^ w t, i?T qpTft ft qq 4ft f^ifft ?ffti4nftftt 4ft %4eT ftt RiRr: 44ft % 
ftqft ft 4st anW4 4^/4«f 3fR4I«r 44T? % ?rtq ft 314414 44 ^fe4ft«l ^ 44?R ft^T ^ I tt W?tT t 
fft) ftlkj n ft)^ ft fti^fli ft^iar ft) 44ft ft 4rm 'HHI4 t fftnj til 4ftg 4ft aiRam ft^ni 4ft ?T>ft ^jraqrftf ft? 
RI4 ?|aft ??T4R4 HWT44r 4ft ftftiPTr ftj 44 ft ftsi RT41 ftftl ft an#4444t4 4fR ftt44t4^ ftt 

4I?t4H M4l<H4ft' 4ft HIHIeTT 4141 uRtPiRi ft?Ctlft t, 54 4>l44l(tft' ft 3t4ft 44 IR^eT 4Rft ft ^444 4tf fftRT 
44 '(i<T)dl 1 

8. 4R» II 4'W?>M , 44^ Wt aft? 4f44 fft*IK-fft4ft ft> 3441? 4? 45 4ftftW4 4ft atROT 44R 4ft cTT^ 4ft ftRlft 4ft 

25% 4ft 4? 4? 44T4 Toft % 4Tft ft (3l4ft 22 4lft, 2000 % 3t4ft atlft^T ft) 4ft 4^ 3f4ftt ft ftftlq4 4Rft 44 3ft? tft 

(?K4>l<ftH) ^^;4aT 4 R 45 R ftofTcRT ft> anftmjHR 50% 4Rft 4ft arjRfeT ftft 4? fftftq 4Rm 11 


1^4. ?IRI4, 3TWT4T 
[RRI44/143/2001/3raTWr] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2001 


nx nf 1 conferred by Section 49 ofthe Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 

L Or^ ,1 * disposes of the proposal of the Chennai Port Trust for a review of 

1 der dated 22 March, 2000 with reference to berth reservation charges as in the Order appended hereto. 


2 b 
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SCHEDULE 

Ca«e NO.TAMP/3B/2001-CHPT 


Chennai Port Truat (CHPT) 


Applicant 


O Ft P E R 

(Passed on this 30th day of August 2001) 


The Chennai Port Trust (CHPT) has sent a proposal for a review of this Authority’s 
Order dated 22 March 2000 with reference to the Berth Reservation Charges. 

2.1. The facts of the case are as follows: 

(i) . This Authority had passed an Order on 22 March 2000 approving revision of the 

Scale of Rates of the CHPT. 

(ii) . In paragraph 11 (vi) of the said Order, this Authority had made the following points: 

(a) . Levy of berth reservation charge @ 25% of applicable berth hire was 

introduced by the CHPT in line with an advice given by the Government 
sometime ago. 

(b) . Levy of berth reservation charge came to the knowledge of the Authority 

for the first time In the case relating to general revision of tariffs of the 
CHPT. That being so, the Authority found that it was not possible to go 
into the details of the concept of berth reservation charge as a part of the 
proceedings of that case. Accordingly, the Authority resen/ed this item for 
separate scrutiny. 

(c) . Keeping in m>nd the financial interests of the CHPT, the Authority allowed 

the levy of berth reservation charge to stay for the time being. But, the 
Authority did not allow any change in the rate of berth reservation charge 
and ordered continuance of this levy @ 25% of the applicable berth hire. 

2.2. In pursuance of the position described above, the CHPT has now requested this 
Authority to review its Order on berth reservation charge. The points stated by the port in its letter 
dated 29 June 2000 addressed to the (then) Ministry of Surface Transport seeking directions in 
terms of Section 54 and Section 111 of the Major Port Trusts Act 1963 In the matter are 
summarised below: 

(i). A long term licence agreement was entered into by the Port with M/s. ACT India 
Limited and M/s. T. Arumal Durai & Co. on the basis of the Guidelines on Berth 
Reservation Scheme approved by the (then) Ministry of Surface Transport 
(MOST). 

(11). One of the guidelines at Point 1(ii) of the MOST letter dated 1 June 1992 
pertaining to the berth reservation charge reads as follows: 

"A fee will have to^be charged for berth Reservation Scheme and this 
should be equal atleast to the berth hire for a day or to 25% of the berth 
hire for the expected stay of the ship at berth whichever Is higher. The 
shipping lines should Intimate the expected stay of the ship at the time of 
asking for berth reservation”. 

(iii) . The berth reservation charge was enhanced to 50% by the MOST vide Its letter 

dated 1 April 99 (addressed to the Chairman of the JNPT in response to Its 
proposal to the Ministry requesting for certain amendments to the General 
Guidelines on the Berth Reservation Scheme issued by the MOST in its letter 





[WTUl— 
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dated 8 March 1995.) Paragraph 3 of the said Guidelines was amended to read 
as follows: 

"The vessels which stay at berth for more than 24 hours shall pay a fee 
equivalent to berth hire charges for single day or 50% of the hire charges 
calculated cn the actual stay of the vessel at berth whichever is higher; 
and a fee equivalent to berth hire charges for half a day only shall be 
charged from the vessels which stay at berth for less than 24 hours". 

The letter also stated that the amendment to the paragraph 3 of the Guidelines of 
the MOST, dated 8 March 1995 would come into effect from 1 April 1999. 

(iv) . In view of the position described above, the berth reservation charge was 

enhanced with effect from 1 April 99 by the CHPT. 

(v) . Since the berth reservation charge is governed by the terms of the agreement 

(and not covered by the Scale of Rates), the licensees refused to pay the charge 
at a higher rate. The amount due on that account was adjusted from the advance 
paid by the licensees as per the Government directions. In view of the Authority’s 
Order dated 22 March 2000, the licensees have approached the Port to refund the 
increased amount of the berth reservation charge adjusted earlier by it from the 
advance paid by them. 

2.3. In its reply to the CHPT, the Ministry of Shipping (vide its letter dated 15 February 

2001) has stated as follows: 

(i) . The Tariff Authority for Major Ports (TAMP) was not constituted at the time of 

issue of the Ministry’s instructions on 8 March 1995, hence the TAMP has no right 
to quash the Order passed by the MOST in this case. 

(ii) . A proposal stating the order of the Government on berth reservation charge be 

forwarded to the TAMP by the port explaining the matter with complete justification 
for withdrawal of its Order. 

(iii) . To indicate the total loss on account of not enhancing the berth reservation charge 

(from 25% to 5C%) with effect from 8 March 95 in respect of the licensees viz.. 
M/s. ACT India and tvi/s. T. Arumai Durai & Co. which was specifically approved 
prior to finalisation of the long term licence agreement with the said parties. 

(iv) . The CHPT may send a proposal with full justification to the TAMP for withdrawal 

of its Order. (The proposal under process is the one so sent by the CHPT.) 

3. A copy of the proposal was circulated to all concerned representative bodies of 

port users. The comments received are summarised as below: 

Indian National Shipowners Association (INSA) 

If the CHPT had implemented the order passed by the MOST before the constitution of the 
TAMP, the approval of the TAMP was not required; however, presently no increase in port 
tariff can take place without the approval of the TAMP. The TAMP has rightly questioned 
the Port in its Order about the unilateral increase and may have reservation in amending 
its Order. 

Tamil Chamber of Commerce (TCC) 

We have already given our view in the cases relating to M/s. ACT India Limited and M/s. 
T. Arumai Durai & Co. 
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Container Shipping Lines Association (CSLA) 

(i) . The general guidelines for the Berth Reservation Scheme was first introduced by 

the MOST vide its letter No.PT-11023/2/89-PT dated 1 June 92. The guidelines 
were issued at the time when the TAMP was not in existence and in response to a 
requirement of the JNPT. The Guidelines betaftle applicable to all the ports in 
India and applied at the Chenhai Port also for the bulk (coal) as well as general 
cargo vessels. The Guidelines fixed the berth reservation charge equal to one 
day berth hire cost or 25% of the total berth hire cost whichever is higher. 

(ii) . The MOST vide its letter No.PT*11033/7/95-PT dated 1 April 99 (in response to 

the JNPT’s letter dated 27 January 99 seeking certain amendment in the general 
Guidelines on Berth Reservation Scheme issued by the MOST on 8 March 95) 
amended the guidelines on the berth reservation charge by increasing it from 25% 
to 50%. The letter appears to have been copied and delivered to all the Ports and 
the Order became effective from 1 April 99. 

(ill). The CHPT has increased the charges from 25% to 50% only from 1 April 99 and it 
is not clear as to why the revised rate was not applied between the period from 8 
March 95 to 1 April 99. 

(iv). The following users have entered into a Berth Reservation Scheme agreement 
during this period at the old (pre-revised) rate: 


Vessel 

Operator 

Berth 

Reserved 

Cargo Type 

Effective 

date 

Expiry date 

XCL 

West Quay 

1 

Containers 

25.9.95 

24.9.97 extended 
upto 31.3.98 

M/s. ACT India 
Ltd. 

JD-I 

Coal 

4.6.98 

20 year 
Agreement 

M/s. T. Arumai 
Durai & Co 

JD-V 

Coal/General 

Cargo 

13.7.98 

20 year 
Agreement 


(V). In its letter to the MOST, the CHPT (vide its letter dated 29 June 2000) stated that 
the TAMP stayed the revised order of the MOST for application of a rate of 50% 
on the basis of justifications put forth during the hearing against the charge; and 
now, the amount adjusted from the advance towards the enhanced berth 
reservation charge for the period between 1 April 99 to 17 April 2000 becomes 
refundable to M/s. ACT India and M/s. T. Arumai Durai & Co., as per the TAMP 
Order. 

(vi) . The details of the Berth Reservation Scheme in existence as per the current 

agreement With Bengal Tioef ‘jhes (BTL) are given below: 

(a) . ■ The duration of the agreement is between 1 October 99 to 30 September 

2001 for container Berth No.1. 

(b) . The priority berth hire charges @ 50% of the total berth hire cost are paid. 

(c) . The stacking and feeding operation of the vessel are managed by the BTL 

by using port labour and equipment. 

(d) . Inspite of the.guaranteed throughput of 1.25 lakhs TED for the first year 

and 1.30 lakhs TED for the second year, no incentive is given to BTL for 
over performing, rather, the BTL has to pay CHPT Rs.1500/TEU for any 
shortfall. This can be considered a very high premium under the Berth 
Reservation Scheme. 

(vii) . The priority berth hire charge upto 50% of the total berth hire cost is arbitrary and 

is not supported with factual workings of cost. The TAMP was correct in retaining 
the old rate. 
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(viii). The CHPT is raising this issue only because it has been asked to explain by the 
Ministry for omission in the past and the MQST's advice to rectify it by sending 
justification to the TAMP for withdrawal of its Order, There are no cost justification 
for the revision. 

(ix). The Port may be advised to discontinue charging a premium over the normal berth 
hire charges to such users who guarantee a fixed quantity of throughput and 
hence the revenue. This guaranteed revenue shall be an incentive enough for the 
Ports to offer berth reservation or fixed window to such users. 

The Chennai Custom House Agents’ Association (CCHAA) 

(i) . It is noticed that the guidelines for the Berth Reservation Scheme have been 

framed as early as 1 June 1992. On 8 March 1995, berth reservation charge has 
been enhanced from 25% to 50% by the MOST as per their instructions in letter 
No.PT-11033/7/95-PT. Subsequently on 1 April 1999 an amendment to one of the 
clauses of the guideline has been introduced by the MOST. 

(ii) . The CHPT entered into a long-term license agreement with M/s. ACT India and 

M/s.T. Arumai Durai & Co., under the Berth Reservation Scheme, presumably 
after 1 June 1992 and 8 March 1995. If the CHPT has entered into an agreement 
after 8 March 1995 and have not consider the enhancement of 25% to 50% berth 
reservation charge during the time of entering into the agreement, in all fairness, 
the terms of the agreement shall prevail. 

(iii) . There cannot be two authorities (i.e., the TAMP and the MOST) giving two 

different directions on a singular issue. 

(iv) . If the berth reservation charge is not covered by the Scale of Rates then the terms 

of agreement shall only be considered. 

(v) . Even assuming that as per the terms of the agreement, the iicencee is liable to 

pay the charges levied by the Government / TAMP, any change can only be 
prospective. 

(vi) . If there is no specific provision in the agreement fa, revising charges with 

retrospective effect, it will be incorrect for the Port to entorce the charges on a 
retrospective basis. 

(vii) . If a regulatory body has been constituted by the Government with full authority 

and power to look into the tariff matters of the Port and interests of the Trade, the 
decision of the regulatory body must be final; otherwise, the very purpose of 
creation of such a regulatory authority gets defeated. 

4. In response to the comments of the INSA and CSLA, the CHPT has made the 

following points; 

(i) . The Government letter No. PT-11033/7/95-PT dated 8 March 1995 enhancing the 

berth reservation charge from 25% to 50% was not received by it and it came in 
light only on receipt of the Government’s letter No. PT-11033/7/95-PT dated 1 
April 1999. Hence the increase of berth reservation charge from 25% to 50% has 
been effected from 1 April 1999. The claims for balance 25% have also been 
made from 1998 onwards from the licencees. 

(ii) . The berth reservation charge was enhanced before the constitution of the 

Authority and hence the Authority cannot override the Order passed by the 
Government. The berth reservation charge is governed by the terms of the 
licencing agreement and not by the Scale of Rates. The Authority’s approval is 
required only for incoroorating the rates and conditionalities in the Scale of Rates. 
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(iii) . The Authority had passed the Order without giving an opportunity to the CHPT 

to explain its position. The Authority and the Board of Trustees of a major port are 
bound by the directions of the Central Government in terms of Section 111 of the 
MPT Act. 

(iv) . Since the berth reservation charge is governed by the terms of agreement, the 

licensee and the CHPT are the only concerned parties and the INSA and the 
CSLA has no role to interfere in this subject. 

(v) . The priority berth hire and berth reservation charge under licensing of two different 

issues. Under priority berth hire the CHPT shall collect a fee in addition to berth 
hire charges. Whereas, berth reservation charge are collected at 50% of the berth 
hire in addition to normal berth hire. The increase in berth reservation charge was 
made by the Government after careful consideration. The Authority cannot 
interfere in Government instructions and retain the old rate. 


(vi). The Government have now taken a stand that the Authority has no right to quash 
the orders of the Government. As the revision of berth reservation charge from 
25% to 50% was made by the Government after careful consideration, the cost 
justification does not arise. 

6. A joint hearing in this case was held at the CHPT premises on 18 June 2001. At 

the joint hearing, the following submissions were made; 


The Chennai Port Trust (CHPT) 


(i) . This is an existing scheme approved by the Government. We do not, therefore, 

want another hearing to prepare for a regular tariff case. 

(ii) . Government letter of 1995 was not received. We were aware only of 25%; not of 

the 50%. In the Agreements, therefore, we incorporated only 25% (when in fact 
we could have incorporated 50% on strength of the Government Order.) 

(iii) . This was started before the TAMP was constituted. The TAMP’s Order dated 10 

April 2000 was an embargo on us in charging the rate from 25% to 50%. We only 
want the TAMP to remove the embargo. The rate of 50% has already been 
approved by the Government. 

(iv) . Clause (m) of the Agreement provides unambiguously for such revisions. 

(v) . In the general revision hearing the TAMP refused to discuss the specific cases. 

That is why we say ‘there was no opportunity given to us’.' 

(vi) . This is not a tariff proposal. Ours is an application for a review of TAMP’s April 

2000 Order and remove the embargo. 

(vii) . Berth is a common user facility. That’s why a special rate is charged when 

preferential access is given. This right cannot be taken for granted. 

(viii). Cost details are commercially sensitive and, therefore, confidential. These cannot 
be revealed to the Trade. 

(ix) . Tendering process for Berth Reservation Scheme takes into account all 

productivity and efficiency factors. 

(x) . Penalty is fully justified. Of course, we do not give volume discounts. There can 

be a review of the Berth Reservation Scheme to introduce this incentive. 

(xi) . If the provisions for ‘ousting priority’ are applied every time, the lines will have to 

pay more. That is why the special Berth Reservation Scheme where they pay 
less. 
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(xii). The benefits under Berth Reservation Scheme are enormous. Vessels do not wait 
at all. ‘Ship standing time’ is zero. This benefit far out weighs the special charge 
they have to pay. 

(xiii). Gantry cranes are also kept ready. Their cargo handling operation starts at once. 
Turn around time is considerably reduced. 

(xiv). If their vessel does not arrive, we utilise the berth by giving it to others. The berth 
hire so collected is adjusted to their credit. 

The Chennai Steamer Agents* Association (CSAAl 

We have no observations to make now. 

The Container Shipping Lines Association (CSLAl 

ji). Two issues are there: 

the way Berth Reservation Scheme has been implemented, 
the propose' to increase the rate. 

(ii) . The situation in the Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust (JNPT) was different. MLOs 

were calling at the port. There was low port productivity. MLOs were, therefore, 
demanding special attention. Hence the Berth Reservation Scheme. 

(iii) . Government Order in 1995 was for the JNPT, which was copied to others, which 

was not received by the CHPT. How can it be acted upon today? 

(iv) . If the Lines performed better, other ports like JNPT or NSICT give volume 

discounts. The CHPT has imposed penalties on Bengal Tiger Lines for not 
achieving guaranteed traffic. 

(v) . Even if there has to be a revision, costing details are not given. Increase to 50% 

IS, therefore, arbitrary. 

(vi) . We do not agree that this can be done with reference to any Government Order. 

There has to be good justification. 

(vii) . Guarantee of traffic by lines should be incentive enough for the CHPT to give 

Berth Reservation Scheme. The lines pay ‘extra’ for the Berth Reservation 
Scheme. There can be ‘penalty’ if the traffic does not materialise. But, do not 
charge any ‘premium’ on berth hire which is high and arbitrary. So instead of 
increasing 25% to 50%, abolish the 25% altogether. The NSICT follows this 
approach. 

(viii). Berth Reservation Scheme shall be emphasising the efficiency aspects; but, not 
‘penalties’. Even the JNPT does not charge the premium. 

(ix). Ousting priority is a spasmodic arrangement. Berth Reservation Scheme is a 
longer-term arrangement. Details of one cannot be compared to the other. 

Madras Chamber of Commerce and Industry (MCCIl 

(i) . There is a specific Agreement on Berth Reservation- Scheme. Can a Government 

letter supersede a clause in a specific Agreement? 

(ii) . TAMP Order of the April 2000 is the latest and that must prevail. 

(ill). Increase from 25% to 50% is too steep. 


16 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: EXTRAORDINARY 


[PartIII—S t;c.4] 


7 . With reference to the totality of information collected during the processing of this 

case, and taking into account the arguments advanced at the joint hearing, and based on a 
collective application of mind, the following position emerges: 

(i) . This case relates to a reservation charge levied by the CHPT under a Berth 

Reservation Scheme operated by it in accordance with Guidelines issued by the 
(then) Ministry of Surface Transport. 

(ii) . This Authority came to know about the charge for the first time only during the 

processing of the case relating to general revision of the Scale of Rates of the 
CHPT in 2000. As it was not possible for this Authority at that stage to go into the 
details of the Berth Reservation Scheme in the absence of requisite information 
and scrutiny, it was decided to deal with the matter separately. In the 
circumstance, this Authority neither approved nor disapproved the reservation 
charge. Bearing in mind the financial interests of the CHPT, the charge was 
allowed to be continued as it existed at that time. 

(iii) . All major ports operate a priority berthing scheme. This Authority has been of the 

view that, in a situation where demand for exceeds supply of port capacities, such 
a priority berthing scheme will lend scope for manipulations; and, it has, therefore, 
not been favourably inclined towards such arrangements. Nevertheless, until it 
has had time to go into details of the pros and cons of such arrangements and 
develop any alternative, it has decided to let the status quo prevail without either 
approving or disapproving the system of priority berthing. 

In this backdrop, and in the same way, in the case of the Berth Reservation 
Scheme also this Authority has let the status quo prevail without either approving 
or disapproving the Scheme in operation. 

(iv) . Strictly speaking, it is not really necessary for this Authority to veer away from 

these issues until development of any alternatives. Nothing will be lost by taking a 
stand even at a preliminary stage of consideration; this Authority can always alt-'r 
its stand based on subsequent information, deliberations, analysis. The principle 
of estoppel cannot be said to apply to adjudicators or arbiters of justice. This 
Authority took the stand it did only by way of abundant caution; apparently, it did 
not wish to expose itself to the vulnerability of a charge of vacillation (especially in 
cases where the decisions tend to border on swings of oscillation). 

(V). Be that as it may, the matter relating to the Berth Reservation Scheme can be 
seen to be different from that relating to priority berthing. Whereas the latter 
involves spasmodic arrangements based on considerations of payments, the 
former is predicated on a steady long-term arrangement based on considerations 
not only of payments but equally of sustained performance. That being so, there 
need not be any hesitation in recognising such arrangements. 

In this case, such a berth reservation arrangement has existed since 1992; and, 
has been governed by comprehensive Guidelines issued by the (then) Ministry of 
Surface Transport. 

(vi). The CHPT has complained that this Authority’s observations about this Scheme 
have been passed in the Order relating to the general revision of its Scale of 
Rates without giving any opportunity to it to express its views. This complaint is 
not factually correct. There was an elaborate discussion on various issues at the 
time of the joint hearing in the ‘general revision case’. The CHPT could have 
raised this matter as a general issue concerning all vessels. It did not do so. 
Instead, this matter was raised as a dispute between the Port Trust and two 
parties - M/s. ACT India Limited and M/s. T. Arumai Durai & Co. Since, in joint 
hearings relating to general proposals, specific cases are not ordinarily discussed, 
no discussion on the two specific cases was allowed. And, as earlier stated, since 
this Authority came to know about the Berth Reservation Scheme / berth 
reservation charge for the first time only at that stage, it could not also see behind 
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the specific cases to sight the general issues involved. As a result, this matter 
remained unresolved. Hence, this separate proposal from the CHPT in this 
matter. 


(vii). In the Order relating to the general revision of tariffs, this Authority was informed 
by the CHPT only about a ‘25% charge'; there was no indication about the 
Government Order enhancing it to 50%. To avoid any confusion, therefore, this 
Authority had stated that the enhancement approved by it in the berth hire charge 
will apply only to the berth hire charge notified in the Scale of Rates and not to the 
25% berth reservation charge. This has been wrongly interpreted by the CHPT as 
amounting to an Order by this Authority to quash the Government Order about 
enhancement of the berth reservation charge from 25% to 50%. 

As it now transpires, the Scheme was introduced on 1 June 1992 with a 25% 
charge; it was amended on 8 March 1995 to enhance the charge from 25% to 
50%; and, it was further amended on 1 April 1999 to introduce some minor 
changes. The CHPT was unaware of the Government Order dated 8 March 95 
which It came to know about only when the letter dated 1 April 99 was received. 
Hence, the confusion in this matter. As a matter of fact, therefore, there has been 
a valid Government Order enhancing the berth reservation charge from 25% to 
50% with effect from 8 March 95; that the CHPT did not enforce the Order 
because of being unaware of it cannot be said to detract from this factual position. 
In the circumstance, this Authority likes to modify its earlier observation about the 
berth reservation charge remaining static at 25% and allow it to be increased to 
50% as ordered by the (then) Ministry of Surface Transport on 8 March 95. 

(viii). It IS necessary here to clear certain misconceptions: 

(a) . With reference to a wrong advice given by the CHPT, the Government has 

stated that this Authority has no right to quash the Order of the 
Government. 

(b) . The CHPT has taken the stand that this Authority cannot override the 

Government Order about the Berth Reservation Scheme / berth 
reservation charge as the Order was passed before this Authority was 
constituted. 

(c) . The CHPT has stated that this Authority, like the Board of Trustees of a 

major port, is bound by the directions of the Central Government in terms 
of Section 111 of the Major Port Trusts Act. 

With reference to the three objections cited above, the following position is worthy 
of recognition: 

(a) . While in this case, as earlier stated in Para 7.(vii). above, this Authority 

can recognise the fact that a valid Government Order has been in position 
since 8 March 95 and can be recognised as such, it is difficult to accept 
the Government contention that this Authority cannot overturn any 
(earlier) order of the Government relating to tariffs. As is known, the 
earlier statutory provision required Government sanction for notification of 
all tariffs. If the Government's contention in reference were to be 
accepted, then, this Authority cannot alter any tariffs (and/ or the attached 
conditionalities) since they had all been notified as approved and ordered 
by the Government. Clearly this will not be a tenable proposition at all. 
The amended Statute of February 1997 has vested in this Authority the 
power of the Government to approve and notify tariffs. Inherent in this 
power IS the nower to call into question any of the existing tariffs (and all 
related issues). 

(b) . The CHPT’s contention about the competence of this Authority to alter 

arrangements ordered by the Government prior to Its constitution is totally 
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misconceived. If this were to be so, then, as described in (a) above, there 
can be no change at all. Surely, the Statute would not have been 
amended to constitute this Authority only for the purpose of witnessing a 
static tariff situation! 

(c). The CHPT’s observation about directions of the Central Government 
being binding on this Authority is unexceptionable. Only, in this case, 
there has been no such ‘direction’. An executive communication cannot 
be equated \A^ith a ‘direction’ under Section 111 of the Major Port Trusts 
Act. And, significantly, the said executive communication is also 
addressed to the CHPT and not to this Authority. 

(ix). The CHPT has made a most extraordinary observation that what is really required 
is this Authority’s approval only for incorporating the rates and conditionalities in 
its Scale of Rates and not for ratifying the arrangements already ordered by the 
Government. The correct legal position governing such situations and the powers 
of this Authority to deal with the Scale of Rates and all tariff-related matters have 
already been analysed above. In the backdrop of the analysis given, the 
contention of the CHPT cannot but be seen to amount to a mockery of the tariff 
setting system envisaged in the Statute. 

Likewise, the CHPT’s objection to involvement of the INSA and the CSLA in these 
proceedings is devoid of any substance. As has already been pointed out in 
7.(vi). above, the confusion in this case has arisen because of the CHPT’s 
approach of dealing with the Berth Reservation System / berth reservation charge 
only with reference to the two specific parties in reference. It may be that the 
CHPT has concluded Agreements only with two parties as of now. But, the Berth 
Reservation Scheme as a Scheme has to be seen as a general proposition open 
to all vessel operators. That being so, the INSA and the CSLA who are 
recognised representative-bodies of vessel operators cannot be denied a role to 
represent their views in these proceedings. 

8. In the result, and for the reasons given above, and based on a collective 

application of mind, this Authority decides to modify its observation (made in its earlier Order dated 
22 March 2000) about berth reservation charge remaining static at 25% of the applicable berth hire 
and allow it to be increased to 50% as ordered by the (then) Ministry of Surface Transport. 


S. SATHYAM, Chaimian 
[ADVT./143/2001/Exty.j 
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